I liked the paper very much. It made me aware of many questions that I have often asked myself in my modest capacity as a microscopist. In the months that followed, I kept taking the paper up again, not only to reread it and go into the aspects it raises, but also to try to grasp something that continued to escape me, a feeling that the well written and reasoned arguments hid something that somehow did not fit.
In their lucid exposition, Orci and Pepper state that microscopy makes it possible for us to observe nature in a world which is extremely small. Though small, this world is full of beauty and harmony that not only seduces microscopists, but also those who observe the images. Indeed, the more an image is captivating, the more emotion it transmits to the observer, giving rise to various states of mind. According to the authors, those who observe and acquire knowledge of microscopy are automatically stimulated to be creative and creativity drives science, while those who admire its beauty may be inspired to artistic creation. However, Orci and Pepper do not regard microscopy as a form of art, despite recognizing that many aspects of this science call for particular skills.
One infers from the paper that it is not essential that a good microscopist be an artist, whereas it is imperative that an operator and scientist apply a strict methodology that is of no regard to artists. The two morphologists admit that the patterns of Malpighi have elegance and beauty, but sustain that it never crossed his mind that he was also an artist. They say the same of many other great microscopists (van Leeuwenhoek, Kock, Golgi, Metchnikov, Palade, Ramon y Cajal …). However, a note of doubt is sensed when the authors observe that while microscope images are not art, they may nevertheless appear to be art to other observers. They are clearly afraid that a microscopist who seeks an artistic image may distort the original and alter what is really there.
If these are the premises of scientific practice, the authors let themselves go a little when they look at the microscopist as an artist and introduce the concepts of intelligence, creativity and unconscious, recognizing that certain talented microscopists use these qualities to add an esthetic element to their scientific documentation, without reducing its objectivity. At the end of the paper the need for scientific rigor is emphasized, but a keyhole is left open for other interpretations.
I largely agree with the authors of this paper, but in my opinion, a microscopist cannot be a mere technician, because besides interpreting images, he has to be able to enable others to see and understand what he has seen. For example, all microscopists know that a microscope image has a correct orientation: if it is turned upside down, the details necessary for understanding it cannot be grasped. How does one know which orientation is the right one? No textbook can help here. The expert microscopist knows, but do not ask him to explain. He has acquired this skill with experience and it enables him to transmit what he has assimilated to others. Experience is therefore essential.
Can the capacity to show a microscope image well be called art? A good microscope image must impress the observer, provide visual accuracy and communicate certainty of its intrinsic message to the observer's mind. The microscopist has to show what he observes in the best way, and here he differs from the artist who does not have this constraint. Indeed, as Orci points out, the more the artist diverges from the real world, the more he creates in the artistic sense. If imaging improves on what is there, it not only becomes easier to understand, but more beautiful, which brings us back to the initial theme.
The paper must have sown a seed that lay dormant in my mind, for on rereading it for the umteenth time, I was suddenly able to bring the problem into focus. The paper did not mention the theme "genius and art", a question that, as reported by Fargnoli, has obsessed humans since antiquity, erupting in the Middle Ages, the Renaissance, the Enlightenment, the 19th and the 20th centuries down to our times (2) . It has been weighed by scholars from Plato to Dante, including Kant "Genius is the talent that microscopy (6, 7) . sets the rules for art", Freud, Marx in his youth "Art and science must have a common, parallel development" and Einstein "The creative process of the scientist is not substantially different from that of the artist, except for the language used to formalize the results and the nature of the contents expressed". The problem of genius and art is therefore linked to that of science and art but is ignored by Orci. Why? Certainly not out of ignorance. Orci is also impressively cultured in the humanities and must therefore have ignored this clarifying aspect either consciously or subconsciously. What's more, among all his quotes he omits Leonardo da Vinci's "la deità c'ha la scienza del pittore fa che la mente del pittore si trasmuta in una similitudine di mente divina". According to Fargnoli (2), "Leonardo considers art a natural science because of its physical-mathematical foundations". If Leonardo had had a microscope, he would have used it as a scientist and as an artist. It is therefore genius that enables a scientist to be an artist as well and to make microscopy an art. The problem is that there are many microscopists but very few geniuses.
Why did Orci disregard genius?
The only possible answer is that he may not have been the most appropriate person to write a paper on this topic. Indeed, a genius is unlikely to openly acknowledge being as such. This may be out of natural modesty or simply for ancestral reasons: geniuses were viewed with suspicion, if not persecuted, until as late as the French Revolution. They were thought to have diabolic powers and both Church and State have often associated genius with madness, lawlessness or dissoluteness.
Modern analytical psychology, particularly the prestigious Roman school of Massimo Fagioli (3) and the ideas of Domenico Fargnoli (2) , have shown the unity of genius, art, science and unconscious. These aspects cannot be dissociated in genius without annihilation. The genius cannot deny his genius in practice: genius is no longer a monstrosity to fear or to cure, but something to relate to, something to study (2) .
Orci is certainly a genius and he expresses himself as one would expect of a genius (4) . It is enough to visit his site (5) to see the weight and quality of his scientific production. The beauty and resolution of his micrographs take one's breath away, and his paintings have an intriguing capacity to move us. We discover Orci the poet, which could half be expected from someone of such unique inner richness. If you talk to him, you immediately realize his vast culture in science and the humanities. His great force as a man is his inner capacity, or his healthy unconscious, which enables him to express himself fully in every field and to amalgamate everything. There is poetry in his micrographs, art in his imaging, Leonardian science in his painting and affect in his writing.
What more can be said? In my opinion, microscopy is art if done by a genius; done by others, it may only be an interesting point of discussion.
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